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This paper will attempt to analyze the phenomenon of 
the transmission of a major poetic device of the Greek 
Byzantine poetry, namely the acrostic, to the Old Ecclesiastical 
Slavonic literature. It is widely known that the Ecclesiastical 
Slavonic poetics were based on the Byzantine poetic principles, 
which were introduced along with the new religious concepts, 
forms and worship texts. Since no theoretic works attempting to 
confront the poetic questions have been discovered in the 
Ecclesiastical Slavonic literature before the 15th century, this 
transmission was realized in a very practical way: by 
translation and the ensuing adaptation of the Greek texts in the 
Ecclesiastical Slavonic literature. The hymnography, which, 
according to K. Stanchev “is the basic representative of poetry 
in the Slavic Orthodox literature (and not only in a quantitative 
aspect)”1, appears to be playing a pivotal role in this 
transmission due to the poetic structure of the original texts, 
which abound in various types of rhetorical devices. The 
question arising is whether and to what degree these poetic 
                                               
1 K. Станчев, «Литургическая поэзия в древнеславянском литературном 
пространстве (История вопроса и некоторые проблемы изучения)», La 
poesia liturgika slava antica. Древнеславянская литургическая поэзия. 
XIII Международный съезд славистов (Любляна, 15-21 август 2003). 
Тематический блок 14. Доклады, София, 2003, 5 – 22.  
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devices of the Greek text were successfully transmitted in the 
Ecclesiastical Slavonic translation and to what extent they were 
adopted by the Slavonic literature system. This problem 
becomes more complicated due to the status of the 
aforementioned texts in the orthodox worship practice, which 
demands that the translator be extremely accurate in the 
transmission of the meaning of each word of the original. This 
was definitely one of the main reasons for the literal “verbum 
pro verbo” principle of translation to be adopted for these texts, 
sometimes even more so than in the translations of Biblical 
prose texts2. It is not quite clear in this context whether the 
poetic devices of the Byzantine hymns were successfully 
transmitted and whether this transmission was even among the 
goals of the translator’s work. In 1886 the Russian philologist I. 
Jagich preceded his edition of the Old Slavonic Menaion with 
the following comment on the work of the Medieval Slavic 
translators: “In regard to the Greek poetic texts they translated, 
they failed to transmit both the meter of the poems and the 
poetic ornaments in the form of an acrostic in their 
translation”3. Since then, an extensive study was carried out in 
the field of Medieval Slavistics with its main goal being to 
disprove both claims of that statement. As for the meter of the 
Old Slavonic Church hymnography, despite the significant 
progress achieved in this field due to the contribution of the 
                                               
2 See Е. Верещагин, Из истории возникновения первого литературного 
языка славян. Переводческая техника Кирилла и Мефодия, Москва, 
1971, 27. A. Filonov-Gove, The Slavic Akathistos Hymn. Poetic elements of 
the Byzantine Text and its Old Church Slavonic Translation, Munchen, 1988, 
XIII.  
3 И. Ягич, Служебные минеи за сентябрь, октябрь и ноябрь в 
церковнославянском переводе по русским рукописям 1095 – 1097 гг, 
Санкт-Петербург, 1886, LXXVIII.  
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most distinguished researchers4, the question still remains 
unanswered especially concerning the translated hymns5. In 
regard to the problem of the transmission of the acrostic, a 
breakthrough in the field was achieved during the seventh 
decade of the past century with the discovery of the original 
Slavonic acrostic hymns by G. Popov. Based on their acrostic 
“signature”, they were attributed by the researcher to 
Constantine of Preslav6, one of the disciples of Cyril and 
Methodius and a distinguished Bulgarian scholar. The 
following discoveries achieved by that same researcher as well 
as by other representatives of the Bulgarian, Russian and 
European schools7 made it clear that the acrostic was not only 
                                               
4 See, for example R. Jackobson, “The Slavic Response to Byzantine Poetry”, 
Actes du 12 Congres International D’Etudes Byzantines. Ochride 10-16 
Septembre, Beograd, 1961. V. 1, 1 – 19. К. Тарановский, «Формы 
общеславянского и церквнославянского стиха в древнерусской 
литературе XI – XII веков», American Contribution to the VIth International 
Congress of Slavists, Monton, 1968, V. 1: 377 – 394. К. Станчев, «Ритмични 
основи на старобългарската поезия», Славистични изследвания, София, 
1973, 264 – 270. See also Г. Пожидаева, «Музыкально-речевые структуры 
древнеславянской гимнографии XI – XVII веков», La poesia liturgika slava 
antica. Древнеславянская литургическая поэзия. XIII Международный 
съезд славистов (Любляна, 15-21 август 2003). Тематический блок 14. 
Доклады, София, 2003, 79 – 108.  
5 See, for example, the scrupulous study of the Slavonic translation by A. 
Filonov-Gove in A. Filonov-Gove, “The Evidence for Metrical Adaptation in 
Early Slavic Translated Hymns”. Fundamental Problems of Early Slavic 
Music and Poetry. Monumenta Musicae Byzantinae, Copenhagen, 1978, 211 
– 246. 
6 Г. Попов, «Новооткрита оригинална старобългарска част в текста на 
Триода», Български език, 28 (1978), № 6, 497 – 507. See also Г. Попов, 
Триодни произведения на Константин Преславски, София 1985.  
7 See, for example, Г. Попов, «Новооткрит канон на Константин 
Преславски с тайнописно поетическо послание», Paleobulgarica 21 
(1997), № 4, 3 – 17. Г. Попов, Старобългарска църковна поезия за 
Рождество Христово и Богоявление. Книга първа. Климента песни. 
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well-known, but extremely popular among the first Bulgarian 
scholars – the disciples of Cyril and Methodius. Most acrostics – 
whether they mention the name of the author or not - were 
attributed either to Constantine of Preslav, to Clement or to 
Naum of Ohrid, and date back to the early period of the Old 
Slavonic Church literature and the early glagolitic tradition8. 
Among the acrostics discovered, alphabetical ones were also 
found, although they were not as popular in the Byzantine 
hymnography, as they were mostly used in the so-called 
Alphabet Prayers9 and in Stichera10. Along with the original Old 
                                                                                                              
София, 2013, 154 – 160, 415 – 420. С. Кожухаров, «Песенното творчество 
на старобългарския книжовник Наум Охридски», Литературна 
история, 12 (1984), 3 – 19. М. Йовчева, «Новооткрити химнографски 
произведения на Климент Охридски в Октоиха», Paleobulgarica 23 (1999) 
, № 3, 3 – 30. Л. Мошкова, А. Турилов, «Неизвестный памятник 
древнейшей славянской гимнографии (канон Климента Охридского на 
Успение Богородицы)», Славяноведение, 1999, № 2, 24 – 36. А. Турилов, 
К определению творческого наследия учеников Кирилла и Мефодия в 
составе славянского Требника (Предварительные наблюдения над 
южнославянской рукописной и старопечатной традицией), Slavica 
mediaevalia in memoriam Francisci Venceslai Mareš, Frankfurt am M., 2006, 
107 – 123. Крашенинникова, «Три канона из Октоиха Климента 
Охридского. Неизвестные страницы древнеславянской гимнографии», 
Славяноведение 2000, № 2, 29 – 41. О. Крашенинникова, 
Древнеславянский Октоих св. Климента епископа Охридского, Москва, 
2006. Roland Marti, “Horizontal and Vertical: Acrostichus in Der Frühzeit 
Des Slavischen Schrifttums”, ПЕНИЕ МАЛО ГЕОРГИЮ. Сборник в част 
на 65-го годишнината на проф. Георги Попов. София, 2010, 30 – 47.  
8 Г. Попов, «Акростих в гимнографическом творчестве учеников 
Кирилла и Мефодия», La poesia liturgika slava antica. Древнеславянская 
литургическая поэзия. XIII Международный съезд славистов (Любляна, 
15-21 август 2003). Тематический блок 14. Доклады, София, 2003, 30 – 55.  
9 See Куев К., Азбучната молитва в славянските литератури, София, 
1974.  
10 See К. Иванова-Константинова, «Два неизвестни азбучни акростиха с 
глаголическа подредба на буквите в среднебългарски празничен 
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Slavonic acrostic hymns, certain translations of Greek texts 
were also discovered bearing proof of the attempts to transmit 
the alphabetical acrostic of the original. Only two texts of this 
type have been found so far, namely the translations of the 
Akathistos Hymn11 and the Alphabetical Stichera from the Great 
Canon service by St. Andrew of Crete12, that starts with the words: 
Ἁπας (or Ἁδὺς) ὁ βίος μετὰ πορνῶν...13 (see following Stichera), 
both found in the early South Slavonic Triodia of the 12th – 13th 
century. These translations were probably the work of one of 
the composers of the original Slavonic acrostic hymns and date 
back to the first Slavonic translation of the Triodion and the 
activities of the first generation of Slavic scholars14.  
                                                                                                              
миней», Константин-Кирил Философ, Доклади от симпозиума, 
посветен на 1100-годишнината от смъртта му, София, 1971, 341 – 365. В. 
Загребин, «Заупокойные стихиры АЗБУКОВНЕ в сербском требнике 
XIII века», Археографски пролози, 3 (1981), Београд, 65 – 91. Г. Попов, 
Акростих в гимнографическом творчестве, 32 – 38.  
11 See Т. Борисова, «Ранние редакции древнейшего славянского 
перевода Акафиста Богоматери как пример славянского акростиха». 
Palaeobulgarica 36 (2012), 1, 66 – 79. 
12 See Т. Александрова, «Стихиры службы Великого покаянного канона 
Андрея Критского и становление славянской Триоди», ТОДРЛ, 62 
(2014), 43 – 52, Τ. Μπορίσοβα, «Η Βυζαντινή τέχνη του λόγου στον κόσμο 
των Σλάβων. Δυο αποδόσεις της αλφαβιτικής ακροστιχίδας στις 
παλαιότερες σλαβικές μεταφράσεις των βυζαντινών ύμνων», Κύριλλος 
και Μεθόδιος. Το Βυζάντιο και ο κόσμος των Σλάβων (Θεσσαλονίκη 
2015), 512 – 524.  
13 The Greek text of the Stichera was published in Παπαδοπουλου-
Κεραμέως Α, “Ο Μέγας Κανών του Ανδρέου της Κρήτης”. 
Εκκλησιαστικός Φάρος. V, P. 501 – 518. In Greek literature the certain 
Stichera are attributed (probably wrong) to the Symeon the Metaphrast (or 
Logothete). See Σ. Ευστρατιάδου. «Συμεών Λογοθέτης ο Μεταφραστής». 
ΕΕΒΣ 8 (1931), 45 – 65.  
14 See Г. Попов, Акростих в гимнографическом творчестве, 37 – 38.  
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Contrary to previous studies in this field, the present 
research attempts to not only reconstruct the initial structure of 
the Slavonic acrostic, but also to approach the problem 
diachronically and follow the ensuing historical course of this 
device in certain texts as well as the process of its adaptation/ 
non-adaptation to the Slavonic poetics. What distinguishes this 
specific approach, which we first employed on the same texts15 
during the examination of the other poetic devices, namely the 
primary and secondary sound repetition (paronomasia and 
paregnemon), is that the medieval text can now be studied 
dynamically and diachronically instead of statically and 
synchronically. It is well known that in the Ecclesiastical 
Slavonic literature, which existed in manuscript form, the text 
had not obtained a fixed form due to a number of variants, 
which appeared in different manuscripts. Some of these 
variants have been attributed to possible mistakes committed 
by the scribes, while others were the result of the conscious 
effort of scribes or scholars who attempted to alter the text. If 
this effort to change the manuscripts was systematic, the 
resulting text should be considered a new reduction (version) of 
the original. Especially in the case of the translated texts, the 
new reductions appeared as a result of the “correction” of the 
Slavonic text in accordance to the Greek original. The 
diachronic approach to the Slavonic text dating back to the 
medieval manuscript tradition involves not only the 
reconstruction of the initial text of the translation, but also the 
systematic description of all the changes that occurred in the 
text and the explanation of their possible reasons. When 
studying the translated text, these particular alterations should 
                                               
15 Borisova T, “On the Genesis Problem of the Slavonic Ecclesiastical Poetry: 
The Transmission of the Poetic Devices in the Early Ecclesiastical Slavonic 
Translation of the Hymnography”, Universum Humanitarium. Vol. 1 (2015) 
(In Press). 
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be observed in comparison with the Greek manuscript tradition 
concerning the origin of the text. The main challenge in this 
particular case is the determination of the way these changes 
affect the poetic structure of the text - specifically the acrostic - 
and to what extent the translators and redactors have 
confronted and transmitted it. In other words, this approach 
provides the researcher with the unique opportunity to observe 
the text with the eyes of a medieval reader and to distinguish 
those features evaluated as poetic achievements at the time.  
The choice of the specific hymns as the subject of this 
study can be explained taking under consideration the fact that 
the translated texts provide the researcher with more accurate 
results in regard to the relative value of various poetic 
elements. Although in the original text the acrostic was 
preserved by scribes who unconsciously defended the initial 
form of the text, in the case of the translated document, 
translators and redactors all faced the dilemma whether to 
produce a literally accurate translation of the original or create a 
poetically equivalent text. The side picked by Slavic scholars in 
the context of this dilemma clearly reveals their personal 
preferences and can be regarded as a solid argument in our 
attempt to reconstruct their own perceptions regarding these 
poetic devices.  
Secondly, we selected texts with alphabetical acrostic 
taking into consideration that this type of acrostic seems to offer 
greater transparency when compared to the text version, which, 
as K. Stanchev rightly observes, was sometimes read only by its 
author16.  
                                               
16 К. Станчев, Литургическая поэзия, 11.  
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Finally, we should point out that these particular texts 
can be distinguished due to their elaborate and intense poetic 
structure - with the acrostic constituting their most important 
element - as well as due to their popularity among the Greek 
and the Slavonic audiences. Quoting the introductory words to 
the critical edition of the Akathistos Hymn written by C. 
Trypanis: “The Akathistos Hymn is rightfully considered the 
greatest achievement of the Byzantine religious poetry... With 
the striking boldness of its similes, the plot succeeds in 
blending the overwhelming mystery of the Incarnation of the 
Word of the Lord with the softer notes of the cult of the Virgin, 
while the varied and intricate rhymes employed are enhanced 
by the musicality of the words”17. The popularity and the 
distinguished poetic value of the texts under research frame 
them as profoundly interesting subjects for analysis. 
Thе examination of the poetical structure of certain 
hymns is based on the results of previous studies dealing with 
the textology and the manuscript tradition of these texts. As 
mentioned above, the acrostic versions of the Slavonic 
translation of these particular hymns were preserved in the 
early South Slavonic Triodia of the 13th – 14th century, either due 
to changes in the order of the troparia or due to the addition of 
words starting with an appropriate acrostic letter in the 
beginning of the troparia18. It should be mentioned, however, 
that during that time, the acrostic translations of these hymns 
co-existed with non-acrostic ones, where the order and the 
content of the troparia followed the Greek original more closely 
and literally. The non-acrostic versions were found in Old 
Bulgarian manuscripts such as the Triodion Bitolskaja 
(Bulgarian, 12th century, Archive of the Bulgarian Academy of 
                                               
17 C. Trypanis, Fourteen Early Byzantine Cantica. Vienna, 1968, 25. 
18 See more in Т. Борисова, «Ранние редакции», 69 – 72.  
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Science, code BAN 38), whose text dates back to the gragolitic 
protograph (one line of the Stichera is still written using 
glagolitic letters). Taking into account that both versions existed 
in the early glagolitic tradition, it is difficult to prove which one 
– with or without acrostic – was the first to appear. At the time 
when the manuscripts we examine were composed, these two 
traditions were not isolated. In fact, they co-existed in the same 
territory, which must have surely led them to influence one 
another. Moreover, it should be stressed that the distribution of 
the acrostic and non-acrostic versions among the South 
Slavonic Triodia is not always the same in the cases of the two 
hymns studied herein. More specifically, the South Slavonic 
Triodion and Pentecostarion (Zagrebskaja), 13th cent., Zagreb 
Archive, code IV d 107 contains the full non-acrostic version of 
the Stichera, while the Akathistos Hymn originates in part from 
the acrostic version (see below). On the contrary, in the old 
Serbian Triodia NBS 644 and 645 (National Library of Serbia, 
14th cent.), the Akathistos Hymn is found in its non-acrostic 
version, although, in the case of the Stichera, the acrostic one is 
actually preferred. This is the reason why a separate list of the 
manuscripts containing the acrostic version, either in full or 
partially, should be presented when examining these two 
hymns.  
 
1. Akathistos Hymn:  
a. Full version  
 Triodion and Pentecostarion, Serbian, 13th cent., 
National Library of Russia, code F. n. I. 68 (referred to as Serb. 
below), 
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 Triodion and Pentecostarion (Shafarikovskaja), 
Bulgarian, end of the 12th – beginning of the 13th cent., National 
Library of Russia, code F. n. I. 74 (referred to as Shafar. below), 
b. Three first oikos (А – В) from the surviving pages of 
the Bulgarian Triodion of the 13th cent., State Historic Museum 
of Moscow (code Schookin 338), (referred to as Schook. 338 
below) – the rest of the hymn is lost,  
c. The beginning of the hymn from the Triodion and 
Pentecostarion (Zagrebskaja), 13th cent., Zagreb Archive, code IV 
d 107 (referred to as Zagreb. below) – the rest of the text is taken 
from the non-acrostic version.  
2. The Stichera:  
 a. Almost the entire text in its acrostic version – the 
manuscripts Serb. (23 troparia) and Shafar. (22 troparia) (see 
above).  
 b. 14 first (А – Н) troparia from the surviving pages of 
Schook. 338 (see above) – the rest of the hymn is lost. These three 
manuscripts preserve the early Slavonic tradition in the order 
the service is performed – the full text of the Stichera is placed 
after the Great Canon in the Matins service (the so-called 
Stichera on Praise)19. 
с. 18 troparia (one of which is repeated once) divided 
into three parts in the Triodion NBS 644 (see above). The first 
part, which comprised 7 troparia, was read as part of the 
Vesper service (the so-called Stichera on“Lord I have cried”) and 
was placed before the text of the Great Canon. The second part, 
which consisted of 10 troparia, was placed after the Canon and 
                                               
19 See Т. Александрова, «Стихиры службы», 45.  
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was read as part of the Matins service (Stichera on Praise). This 
part starts with troparion 8, which was already used in the first 
part (the penultimate troparion). This is the only troparion 
repetition observed in the Stichera (see below for the Akathistos 
Hymn). Finally, the third part consists of only 2 troparia and is 
placed at the end of the Matins service, between the Automelon 
Aposticha Stichera в разбоинически- пΉти and вь брьне вэры. This 
particular type of service can only be found in the Serbian 
tradition and is probably related to the introduction of 
Evergetidski Typik in Serbia by St. Savva 20 during the 12th – 13th 
cent. 
d. The second part of the troparia with the same order as 
in NBS 644 also survives in the Triodion, Serbian, 13th cent., 
National Library of Russia, code F.n. I. 92 (referred below as 
F.n. I. 92). It should be emphasized that, contrary to the 
manuscript mentioned previously, there are no third part 
Stichera between the Automelon Aposticha Stichera. As for the 
first part, one can only guess whether it existed or not, since the 
corresponding folia are lost.  
However, it should be mentioned that, in both cases, the 
acrostic version is best preserved in the same manuscript Serb. 
In regard to the Akathistos Hymn, the order of the oikos and 
their first letters in the manuscripts under examination is 
generally as follows: 
Table 1. Order of oikos and their first letters in the 
manuscripts containing the acrostic translation of the 
                                               
20 Т. Суботин-Голубовиħ, «О рукописима коjи садрже службе светоми 
Сави», Зборник радова са меħународног научног скупа «Свети Сава у 
српскоj историjи и традициjи, Београд, 1998, 337 – 345. See also Т. 
Александрова, «Стихиры службы», 49.  
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Akathistos Hymn (the Roman numerals denote the number of 
oikos in the Slavonic translation, the Arabic numerals denote 
the number of oikos in the Greek original, the empty cells 
correspond to the missing folia of the manuscripts) 
 
 Serb. Shafar. Schook. 338 Zagreb. 
I А 1 а 1 а 1 а 1 
II Б 6 б 6 б 6 б 6 
III В 11 в 11 в 11 в 11 
IV Г 2 в 2   х 12 
V Д 7 д 7   и 5 
VI Е 4 е 4   в 2 
VII Ж 13 ж 13   р 3 
VIII ¤ 20 ¤ 20   с 4 
IX З 3 р 3   с 7 
X ¶ 22 ¶ 22   б 8 
XI И 5 и 5   в 9 
XII К 14 к 14   п 10 
XIII Л 19 л 19     
XIV М 8 м 8     
XV Н 9 н 9     
XVI W 10 w 10     
XVII П 23 п 23     
XVIII W 24 w 24   с 18 
XIX Р 3 в 15   с 19 
XX В 2 с 18   п 20 
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XXI В 15 р 17   с 21 
XXII С 18 в 16   б 22 
XXIII Р 17 с 21   п 23 
XXIV С 21 х 12   w 24 
 
It should be stressed that, with the exception of Schook. 
338 where the surviving text is not long enough to allow us to 
draw any conclusions, no text preserves the true structure of 
the acrostic, which definitely existed in the initial version of the 
translation. The acrostic is better preserved in Serb., at least in 
the first part of the text (oikos I – XIX). Up to oikos XXVIII, the 
order of oikos is the same in both Shafar. and Serb., and most 
likely closely follows the original. However, two oikos in 
Shafar. (IV and IX) lost their additional first words and, as a 
result, the acrostic was destroyed. This might have happened 
under the influence of the non-acrostic translation method 
where additional words did not exist. It is also worth 
mentioning that, according to the original Greek text, the oikos 
that lost the additional words in Shafar. were numbers 2 and 3 – 
i.e. the oikos repeated in the second part of Serb. (XIX and XX). 
In the final part of the text, the order of oikos is so different 
between the two manuscripts that it becomes impossible to 
reconstruct the initial order21. One can generally conclude that 
the acrostic is not preserved in either manuscript. As for 
Zagreb., as far as one can deduce from the surviving text (one 
folio of the manuscript probably containing oikos XIII – XVII is 
lost), the acrostic is preserved only in the first three oikos. It 
should be pointed out, however, that neither of these oikos 
displays the additional first “acrostic” words. The first three 
                                               
21 Our hypothesis about the initial order of the second part see in Т. 
Борисова, «Ранние редакции», 73 – 75.  
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oikos are followed by those oikos that, in the Greek text, form 
“pairs” (short – extended) with the first ones: 12 (IV) is close to 
11 (III) in the Greek text, 5 (V) is close to 6 (II) and finally 2 (VI) 
is close to 1 (I). In the rest of the text, the remaining oikos are 
placed in the same order as in the Greek text (naturally, the 
ones mentioned above are omitted). One can thus easily 
understand that, as opposed to Shafar. and Serb., in the Zagreb. 
manuscript only the very beginning originates from the initial 
acrostic translation, with the rest seemingly coming from a 
different version. With the exception of the first three oikos, the 
acrostic is not preserved.  
As opposed to the Akathistos Hymn, there is one 
Slavonic manuscript containing the Stichera where the initial 
acrostic is relatively well preserved: the Triodion Serb. The first 
23 letters of the original 24 Stichera – judging by the number of 
letters in the Greek alphabet – correspond to the first 24 letters 
(with the exception of the letter В) of the Slavonic alphabet. This 
was achieved by employing more or less the same technique as 
in the Akathistos Hymn: first by changing the order of the 
Stichera and then by adding in the beginning of the Stichera the 
words than correspond to the contents of the text and start with 
the appropriate letter22. However, the work of the Slavic scholar 
seems to be much easier in this occasion, since, if compared to 
the Akathistos Hymn, all troparia are of the same size and there 
is no need to consider the alternation of short and extended 
oikos. Assuming that this variant of the text is the actual initial 
form of the acrostic translation, we will now explore the 
changes it had in the other manuscripts (see Table 2).  
 
                                               
22 For details see Τ. Μπορίσοβα, «Η Βυζαντινή τέχνη του λόγου...», 517 – 
519.  
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Table 2. Order of oikos and their first letters in the 
manuscripts which contain the acrostic translation of the 
Stichera (the Roman numerals denote the number of troparia 
in the Slavonic translation, the Arabic numerals denote the 
number of troparia in the Greek original, the empty cells 
correspond to the missing folia of the manuscripts) 
 
 Serb. Shafar. Schook. 338 NBS644 F.n. I.92 
I А 1 а 1 А 1 а 1   
II Б 3 б 3 Б 3 б 3   
III Г 12 г 12 Г 12 д 19   
IV Д 19 д 19 Д 19 е 11   
V Е 11 е 11 е 11 ж 6   
VI Ж 6 ж 6 ж 6 з 8   
VII ¤ 8 ¤ 8 ¤ 8 р 22   
VIII З 21 з 21 з 21 з 8 з 8 
IX ¶ 14 и 14 и 14 м 14 м 14 
X И 23 и 23 п 23 п 10 п 10 
XI К 10 л 17 к 10 л 17 л 17 
XII Л 17 м 7 л 17 м 7 м 7 
XIII М 7 w 4 м 7 н 15 н 15 
XIV Н 15 п 13 н 15 w 4 w 4 
XV W 4 р 22   w  13 п 13 
XVI П 13 с 20   п 23 п 23 
XVI
I 
Р 22 У 18   о 24 о 24 
XVI С 20 т 2   с 20   
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II 
XIX Т 24 н 15   з 21   
XX У 18 т 24       
XXI Ф 2 х 5       
XXII Х 5 ц 9       
XXII
I 
Ц 9         
XXI
V 
          
 
The analysis of the data presented in Table 2 reveals that 
no manuscript contains the troparion 16 (Πόρνη τοῖς δάκρυσι 
καταβρέχει). One could hypothesize that it may have existed 
on the third place (III) starting with an additional word which 
would correspond to the letter В. However, this hypothesis 
cannot be proved based solely on the manuscripts we currently 
have at our disposal. The fragment of the text surviving in 
Schook. 338 reveals one change in the initial acrostic: the 
additional conjunction И of the troparion 23, which can be 
found in the Xth place, is missing. As a result, the troparion 
starts with the letter П which does not correspond to the 
acrostic. The manuscript Shafar. exhibits more substantial 
changes. Specifically, troparion 14, which is found in the IXth 
place, starts with И instead of І (this particular modification 
was quite common in Slavonic manuscripts), troparion 15 (Н) is 
seen in the XIXth place instead of the XIVth, troparion 10 (К) is 
omitted, troparion 24 (Т) is not found in its proper place (before 
Y) but is moved to the end of the text at the XXth place. Finally, 
even though troparion 2 is at the same place as in the initial 
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translation, it drops the additional word фарисеwвою and now 
starts with the letter Т not preserving the acrostic. As in the 
case of the Akathistos Hymn, in this manuscript the acrostic is 
relatively well preserved in the first part of the text (I – XII) and 
mostly destroyed in the second part (XIII – XXII). The reason for 
these changes could be generally attributed to the mistakes of 
the scribes. There are no signs of conscious alteration of the 
structure of the text or the influence of the non-acrostic 
translation.  
On the other hand, the Serbian Triodion NBS 644 and 
F.n. I.92 version seems to be a result of both unconscious and 
conscious modifications. The conscious ones originated from 
the need to adapt the text to the new service order and its 
division into parts. The acrostic version was considered a base 
for a new text; however, the changes it had undergone had 
destroyed the acrostic to a great extent. The division of the text 
into parts was surely the main reason why one of the final 
troparia – troparion 22 (Χεῖρά μοι ἔκτεινον ὡς τῷ Πέτρῳ) - 
starting with the letter Р was moved to the end of the first part, 
while two final troparia – 23 (Ψάλλοντα, δέξαι με καθ' 
ἑκάστην) and 24( Ὢ τῆς ἀφάτου σου εὐσπλαγχνίας) - were 
selected to conclude the second part. It should be noted that 
these two troparia not only appear in a different position in the 
structure of the hymn but were also probably taken from 
another, non acrostic source, and therefore do not contain the 
additional acrostic words. Another influence of the non-acrostic 
version is the replacement of the entire text of troparion 14 with 
one that offers a more literal and “true” translation of the Greek 
origin and starts with the letter М, which is “wrong” from the 
point of view of the acrostic (see Table 3).  
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Table 3. Comparison of troparion 14 texts from the 
Stichera of the Great Canon service by St. Andrew of Crete in 
two Serbian manuscripts following the acrostic version  
 
Greek origin Ξίφη ηὐτρέπισεν ὁ Βελίαρ, ἐκθηρεῦσαι 
σπεύδων τὴν ταπεινήν μου ψυχήν, ξένον 
ἐποίησέ με Οἰκτίρμον, φωτισμοῦ τῆς 
γνώσεως τοῦ προσώπου σου. Ὁ κραταιὸς ἐν 
ἰσχύϊ, τούτου σκευῶν ἅρπασόν με· Κύριε, 
πρὶν εἰς τέλος ἀπόλωμαι, σῶσόν με 
Serb. ¶ Ήwстри Ήготови стрэлецъ пожти хот­ 
wкаанън©© ми дш©  и странна м­ створи 
на земи свэта разΉмна лица твоего крэпкы 
въ силэ § с©добъ его истръгни ми ги даже 
до конца не погыбн© спаси ме 
NBS 644 мьчь Ήготова злодэи пожети тьщесе дшΉ 
мою смэренΉю и wкааннΉю и странна 
створити на земли нь вэды просвьтэни¬ 
лица твоего притекь млюсе и вьпию крэпкы 
всесилие § сΉдбы ¬го исхити ме ги даже до 
конца не погыбн© спаси ме 
It is not clear whether troparion 12 (IIId place, letter Г) in 
NBS644 was omitted consciously or unconsciously. As a result 
of an unconscious change – the mistake of a scribe who did not 
recognize the uncommon Slavonic word крияхъ (hide, bury) 
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and replaced it with при¬хъ (take) – see Table 4 –, another 
“inappropriate” letter for the acrostic structure appears. 
 
Table 4. Comparison of troparion 12 texts from the 
Stichera of the Great Canon service by St. Andrew of Crete in 
two Serbian manuscripts following the acrostic version  
 
Greek origin Κρύψας τὸ τάλαντον τὸ δοθέν μοι, ὡς 
ἀγνώμων δοῦλος τῇ γῇ κατέχωσα· καὶ γὰρ 
ὡς ἄχρηστος κατεκρίθην, καὶ οὐ τολμῶ 
λοιπὸν ἐξαιτῆσαί σοι, ὡς ἀνεξίκακος 
οἴκτειρόν με, ἵνα κᾀγὼ ἀνακράζω· Κύριε, 
πρὶν εἰς τέλος ἀπόλωμαι, σῶσόν με. 
Serb. крияхъ даньны ми таланть яко 
неразΉмьнь се вь землю погребохь ибо яко не 
блгоwсΉждень бых и не смэю вьзирати к 
тебэ яко на паметь злымь ги даже до 
конца не погыбн© спаси ме    
NBS 644 при¬хъ даны ми таланть яко разΉмны сьь 
и вь земли погребохь и ибо не яко блгь 
wсΉждень быхь и не смэю вьзрэти к тебэ 
яко на паметь злымь нь вьпию ги даже до 
конца не погыбн© спаси ме 
 
Probably due to a mistake committed by a scribe of 
NBS644 who repeated the first phrase of the previous troparion 
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4 (XIV), the second letter W is observed in the beginning of 
troparion 13 (XV) – see Table 5. One should note that F.n. I.92 
preserves the correct form of that particular troparion as it 
starts with the “appropriate” letter П.  
 
Table 5. Comparison of the troparion 13 texts from the 
Stichera of the Great Canon service by St. Andrew of Crete in 
two Serbian manuscripts following the acrostic version  
 
Greek origin Νεῦσον τῷ ὄμματι τῷ εὐσπλάγχνῳ, καὶ 
γενοῦ μοι ἵλεως μόνε Σωτήρ, νάματα 
δώρησαι ἰαμάτων, τῇ ἀθλίᾳ μου καὶ 
ταλαιπώρῳ ψυχῇ, ἀπόσμηξον ἐκ τοῦ ῥύπου, 
τῶν ἔργων μου ἵνα μέλψω· Κύριε, πρὶν εἰς 
τέλος ἀπόλωμαι, σῶσόν με. 
F.n. I.92 призри млсрным ти wкомь и бΉди ми 
млстивь ги течения дарΉи исцэл¬ния 
стрстьнэи и wканнэи дши мо¬и и wчисти ме 
§ скврьнньхь дель моихь ги даже до конца 
не погыбн© спаси ме 
NBS 644 wбличитель быхь дхΉ мо¬мΉ призри 
млсрным си wкомь и бΉди ми млстивь ги 
течения дарΉи исцэл¬нию стрстнэи и 
wкааннэи мо¬и дши и wчисти ме § скврьнь 
моихь дель ги даже до конца не погыбн© 
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спаси ме 
 
Finally, troparia 20 and 21 of the manuscript NBS 644, 
which are found between the Automelon Aposticha Stichera 
(note that the second part ends with troparia 23 and 24, the first 
part with troparion 22, while the third part contains the 2 
previous troparia), were surely taken from the non-acrostic 
Slavonic version of the text and have no acrostic.  
As demonstrated by the above analysis, the Serbian 
version of the Stichera was composed as a compilation of two 
sources: the acrostic and the non-acrostic Slavonic translations. 
While the first troparia originated, with some exceptions, from 
the acrostic version, the last concluding troparia, which were 
positioned at the end of the first, second and third part, came 
from the non-acrostic version. The resulting structure caused 
the acrostic to end up almost completely ruined.  
Summing up the results of this research, we should point 
out that the extensive destruction of the Slavonic alphabetical 
acrostic was brought about due to both the conscious and 
unconscious alterations carried out by the scribes on the 
translated hymns. Whereas one of the main functions of the 
alphabet acrostic in the Greek texts was the preservation of the 
initial form of the hymn, in the Slavonic manuscripts, it actually 
appears to be the least well-preserved feature of the text. 
Strangely enough, this simple and transparent acrostic type was 
either not noticed by the scribes at all or was easily sacrificed by 
them to achieve different goals. An example of this is when the 
Stichera had to be divided into parts according to the new order 
of the Church service practice. Proceeding into various 
compilations of the acrostic and non-acrostic versions as 
happened in both texts, the Slavic scholars seemed to not be 
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interested in preserving any form of acrostic. This information 
that undoubtedly proves the rejection of this device by the 
Slavic scholars becomes increasingly noteworthy and 
surprising if juxtaposed with the popularity of different types 
of acrostic – from the simple alphabetical one to the most 
elaborate ones – among the Slavic disciples of Cyril and 
Methodius. This contradiction appears to only have one logical 
explanation - the disciples of Cyril and Methodius, though 
Slavs by nationality, were in fact bearers of the Byzantine 
culture. Therefore, they tended to use the Byzantine rhetorical 
devices in their translated and original texts in the Church 
Slavonic language in an attempt to enrich it and to turn it into a 
language capable of adopting the treasures of Byzantium. As 
expected, the acrostic translations of the hymns under research 
were undertaken be scholar(s) of this same circle who also 
shared the same goals. However, the next generations of Slavic 
scholars who were never introduced to the secrets of the 
Byzantine poetics and probably had no connection to the Greek 
language, all rejected this poetic device mainly because it did 
not correspond to the original poetic system of their own 
language. Comparing the results of the present research with 
those obtained during our study on the transmission of the 
other poetic devices from the Greek to the Church Slavonic 
language23 – namely paronomasia and paregnemon, - we can 
conclude that only those poetic devices which pertained to 
semantics were successfully transmitted and adopted by Slavs, 
while the formal devices, among which the acrostic was surely 
included, were mostly neglected. This tendency will last 
throughout the primary period of the Church Slavonic 
literature (11th – 14th century) and will only change after the 
                                               
23 Borisova T, “On the Genesis Problem of the Slavonic Ecclesiastical Poetry” 
(in press).  
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arrival of the “second wave” of the Greek-Byzantine influence 
on the Slavonic language and culture, which started in the 14th 
century in monasteries of mount Athos.  
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